This paper critically explores the question of what it means for a 7 construction to be grammatical. The paper engages with some of the 8 observations made in the grammaticalisation literature that elements in 9 65 has occurred). To keep formal changes of structures and their status in the 66 overall linguistic system conceptually apart, I will refer to the formal changes 67 reflected in (1) above as morphologization and to the process of becoming 68 grammatical more generally as one of attaining grammatical status.
a lexical item becoming a function word in syntactic terms and a biclausal 114 structure becoming a monoclausal one. (Harris & Campbell, 1995, 172ff.) in 115 their discussion of reanalysis of a biclausal structure (with two lexical verbs) 116 to a monoclausal one (with one lexical and one function verb) posit that the 117 reanalysis itself is abrupt. 3 The transition from a bi-to monoclausal structure 118 in some sense paves the way for a form to be grammatical, i.e. for a syntactic 119 structure to be able to behave as a word-form of a lexeme, and paves the way for 120 2 For a recent proposal on how to determine the grammatical status of a lexical element that relies not on formal properties like clitichood, or phonological reduction, see Boye & Harder (2012) .
3 For further remarks on reanalysis in the context of grammaticalization and a range of views, see for example Lehmann (2004) , Traugott (2011) and references therein. 5 morphologization. For example, the transition from lexical to functional with 121 the concomitant loss of lexical meaning is seen by Dahl (2004) to be a factor 122 that makes phonological reduction possible. Phonological reduction would lead 123 to morphologization (cliticization/affixation) which is seen as the hallmark of 124 grammatical status in grammaticalisation studies (stage iii above). Phonological 125 reduction, however, happens gradually, so if we accept an abrupt transition 126 from a biclausal to monoclausal (grammatical) construction, we need to accept 127 constructions which are grammatical but not morphologized. There may also 128 a typological dimension to this, in the sense that morphologization may bear a 129 different relationship to grammatical status in languages with different typology, 130 see remarks and references in Wiemer (2014) . The discussion in Section 3 131 aims to show that constructions with an equivalent status in the grammar have 132 morphologized to a different degree. 133 Being grammatical can also be understood to mean being an exponent of in Corbett (2012)). Agreement and government are not immediately applicable 151 to constructions in their entirety. In some of the situations described below, 152 however, constructions have been assumed to be exponents of grammatical 153 features and their values.
154
Grammatical constructions can be considered to display morphological characteristics 155 in a different sense from the morphologization processes described above. They
156
can be considered to be more morphological (and less syntactic) when they 157 display some kind of non-compositionality. For example, the meaning 'perfect' (2012)). In this sense the construction as a whole can be 162 considered to be the exponent of a grammatical feature (e.g. perfect) that none 163 of its elements possesses. Dahl (2004) sense obligatoriness is more difficult to apply directly to constructions. In certain 222 Different grammatical categories display greater or lesser interaction with the lexical semantics of stems, e.g. aspect interacts with stem semantics more than tense, even though in some sense both are relevant to events and therefore verbs.
9
contexts speakers of English are required by the grammar of their language to 223 use a perfect form of the verb -in these contexts they need to use a construction 224 in which the function verb is in the present tense.
225
Another characteristic of attainment of grammatical status to a high degree 226 is paradigmatic organisation. Once grammatical distinctions have become systematic, 227 and especially when more than one value becomes possible for a number of 228 grammatical features, the structures that express these features (very often 229 inflected forms) can be organised in paradigms.
230
Paradigmatic organisation has been associated mostly with inflectional morphology.
231
As we will see in later sections, however, and as has been argued already with 232 respect to some of the data I mention here, paradigmatic organisation is possible 233 not just for morphological, but also for syntactic forms (see Spencer (2003), 234 Popova & Spencer (2013) back onto the traditional formal criteria of grammaticalization.
259
The next section will discuss a multiword construction that has different 260 grammatical status in two closely related languages, as well as exhibiting different 261 degrees of morphologization. The section after that will illustrate further the 262 point that cliticisation and affixation are symptomatic of grammatical status, 263 but are not inherent elements of it. Section 5 will discuss paradigmaticity.
264
Section 6 will return to the issue of meaning. Section 7 will point out some of 265 the complex issues that arise from considering the relationship between related 266 inflected and multiword expressions. The be-perfect is composed of an inflected present tense form of the auxiliary 283 be and a past participle (often called the l -participle because of the suffix -l 284 added to the aorist verbal stem). 7 Some of the properties of the elements that 285 are part of the be-perfect will be explored in the next section. What is important 286 to say here is that the construction is general (I am not aware of restrictions on 287 the verbs that can appear in a be-perfect tense), the meaning associated with 288 it is abstract and predictable (although the construction is polysemous, see for 289 example the description in (Nicolova, 2008, 294-300) ).
290
In terms of these properties the be-perfect construction can be contrasted 291 to the have-construction which to a great extent overlaps with it semantically.
292
The have-construction is composed of the inflected present tense form of the 293 verb have and the past passive participle of the main verb. We had announced a competition. (We had a competition announced).
309
Synchronic data suggest that this construction has attained different levels of 310 grammatical status in different varieties of the language. According to (Xaralampiev, 311 2001, 144), the have-construction is used more widely in some non-standard 312 dialects (e.g. south-western and Thracian dialects) than in the standard variety;
313 he also points out that in these varieties the have-construction is used as synonymous 314 to the perfect be-construction ((Xaralampiev, 2001, 144) ).
315
An early discussion of this construction in Bulgarian can be found in Georgiev
316
(1976), who argues that it is in the process of becoming a tense in Bulgarian, 317 even though it has not yet established itself as such. In support of his position 318 (Georgiev, 1976, 299f .) points out that the verb have has undergone semantic 319 13 bleaching. In other words, the construction can be used to refer to things which 320 are not literally 'owned', which he illustrates with the example (4) pristignali.
323
'I have ordered coal, but it hasn't arrived yet'.
324
The source of the have-construction, according to Georgiev (1976) In addition to these formal properties that signal incomplete grammaticalization,
335
Georgiev (1976) Bulgarian can be used again as a source of data that shows that grammatical 431 status and morphologization do not correlate very well. The language has a 432 number of constructions that are associated traditionally with the morphosemantic 433 feature of tense (the language also has inflected tense forms). One of them -the 434 perfect tense construction -was illustrated already in (2) The present tense form of the verb sȃm 'be' behaves like a clitic and enters 444 the clitic cluster: the cluster comprises auxiliaries and pronominals and takes 445 the form in (12) The be-perfect is clearly a grammatical construction, in the terms in which 467 this is often defined in the literature on grammaticalization. Within the construction, 468 one element has no lexical meaning and its contribution is instead abstract and 469 similar to meanings linked to inflectional morphology elsewhere in the language.
470
The construction has become, as this is often described in traditional descriptive 471 12 Note that Bulgarian is a pro-drop language.
13 This is the case whether sȃm is an auxiliary or a copula.
14 There are exceptions -I will discuss one of them shortly. 20 grammars, the 'perfect tense form' of the lexical verb. As we will expect from 472 perfect tense forms, all verbs have them. In other words, the construction has 473 achieved full generality. In the language where it is found it is in opposition to 474 inflected forms, i.e. the construction acts like one of the tense forms of the verb.
475
In another Bulgarian tense construction -the pluperfect -the auxiliary verb 476 be appears again, but this time in the past (imperfect) tense and with a different 477 syntactic behaviour. The pluperfect construction is illustrated in (14), and the 478 whole paradigm is shown in (15) The data above show that the present tense and the past tense 'be' auxiliary paradigm. The only reason we may wish to assume that one of these constructions 501 is 'more grammatical' than the other is the precise fact that the functional 502 element in one, but not the other, is a clitic.
503
So far I have argued that in constructions that appear to be equally 'grammatical' (17) With thanks to an anonymous reviewer for pointing out that it is important to make the distinction between the formal morphology and the function to which this morphology has been put in the language.
(19)
Perfective Imperfective
The analysis of such essentially syntactic expressions that appear in otherwise As an anonymous reviewer points out, this concerns the perfective future in Russian as well. As s/he points out, the reinterpretation of the present form as future also cannot be given a straightforward grammaticalization account.
If paradigm is taken to mean 'set of inflected forms', then of course the kind 578 of periphrase discussed above would be excluded from it simply by virtue of 579 not being a single inflected form. If we wish to include periphrasis as part of 580 paradigms, we have to understand a 'paradigm' as being a set of abstract cells, 581 defined by morphosyntactic/ morphosemantic features and their intersections.
582
In other words, since Russian has a present and a future tense and a perfective 583 and an imperfective aspect and these seem to intersect, i.e. we have forms like 584 the future perfective, we are justified in expecting a future imperfective form.
585
And we do find it, though it is not a single inflected verb form.
586
Once we allow a cell in an inflected paradigm to be filled in by a non-inflected 587 form, we could make an additional step and allow the whole paradigm to be 588 filled by non-inflected forms (on a paradigmatic view of some grammatical 589 constructions see Spencer (2003) , and also Brown et al. (2012) given as examples of maturation of grammatical systems ((Dahl, 2004, 184f) Manova (2006)). With respect to periphrasis this phenomenon (under the term 619 'overabundance' following Thornton (2011) and Thornton (2012) constructions can be found in Bonami (2015) .
637
The negated future can also be used to reinforce the point that two constructions 638 which exhibit paradigmatic organization, and which appear to be equally grammatical, 639 can be affected differently by the processes of grammaticalization. The properties 640 of the future clitic auxiliary have been discussed already. To enable a comparison 641 with the negated future construction with have, a brief characterisation is included 642 below.
643
Like the future clitic, the fused negated form of the verb imam 'have' is 644 invariant and does not agree with the subject. However, njama is not a clitic.
645
It can easily take clause-initial position and it can be separated from the da-form 646 of the verb by fairly substantial syntactic material as in (22) 20 If we assume that these constructions express a value of the feature 'tense', then they are also in paradigmatic opposition to inflected tense forms.
As we can see from the translations above, the ima-da-verb construction has 722 the additional meaning that the eventuality denoted by the verb is lengthy and 723 unavoidable and, in some context, obligatory. What is more, the ima-da-verb 724 constructions are limited to colloquial language. It is not clear that this additional 725 meaning should be associated specifically with the function word in this construction 726 (according to (Xaralampiev, 2001, 146) the impersonal verb ima has lost its 727 lexical meaning and serves only to indicate futurity).
728
In the modern language the ima-da-verb constructions are limited to imperfective 729 verbs, though this is a new restriction according to (Xaralampiev, 2001, 146 the form stiga has lost its lexical meaning (i.e. it no longer means 'enough' or 799 'sufficient'); the construction is not marked for tense and in that sense makes 800 survives only in a limited range of patterns, which highlights yet again their status of constructions. On the other hand, speakers often replace the disappearing shortened infinitive with the more usual da-forms of verbs, such that it is also possible to say nedej da davaš 'don't give (2sg)' and nedejte da davate 'don't give (2pl)'. 25 According to (Čakȃrova, 2009, 66) , these forms are more frequent that the ones with the shortened infinitive. Note that the present perfect forms are themselves periphrastic and are composed of the form of the verb be in the respective person/number and the l-participle of the verb.
no temporal distinctions (in this respect it is similar to the imperative), and the 801 position of stiga relative to the verb is fixed.
802
However, the construction above is also in a sense more 'regular' than the 803 respective inflected forms, or at least more 'general', given that it exists in all 804 person/number combinations, unlike the inflected imperative. If we take the lack 805 of 1 and 3 person forms to be definitional of imperatives, then the generality of 806 the stiga-construction is problematic. In other words, comparing the behaviour 807 of constructions to that of inflected forms could in itself be influential on how 808 we judge their grammatical status.
809
There is an additional reason to doubt the grammatical status of stiga-constructions: 810 they can only be used to refer to situations that have obtained for some time.
811
For example, one can use the sentence in (31) Bulgarian and Macedonian, it has made a transition from being lexical to 827 being grammatical, with a concomitant shift from a biclausal structure to a 828 monoclausal one and a change from a lexical verb (with lexical meaning) to 829 an auxiliary (with grammatical meaning). The status of the construction in 830 the two languages appears to be different, however, which could also be linked 831 to its generality. The more limited generality of the construction in Bulgarian 832 seems to correlate with a somewhat different set of surface properties too: in 833 both languages there have been changes in word order but only in Macedonian 834 agreement patterns reflect the new structure of the construction. In both 835 languages the have-perfect construction has a doppelgänger -the be-perfect.
836
The availability of another form might additionally impact of judgements about 837 the place of the have-perfect in the system of grammatical distinctions in the 838 two languages. The overall conclusion, namely that functional patterns and 839 formal patterns do not necessarily align, is reminiscent of observations made 840 with respect languages typologically different from the ones discussed here, e.g.
841
by Enfield (2003).
842
However closely linked to grammatical status, formal properties are not a 843 reliable indicator of grammatical status. Constructions that have achieved full 844 generality and have long been considered 'grammatical forms of lexemes' in 845 traditional grammatical descriptions can have different structures and contain 846 function elements of different kinds, for example, full words or clitics with 847 a range of different properties. If we assume that morphologization is not 848 a good measure of grammatical status, we need to pay attention to other 849 factors that might impact our judgement of how grammatical a structure is.
850
Important aspects of being 'grammatical' seem to be the degree of abstractness 851 of meaning, generality of application, and obligatoriness. The discussion of the 852 ima-da-verb construction aimed to show that the overall place of a construction 853 in the system of grammatical distinctions and the relative lack of idiosyncratic 854 semantic distinctions are also important indicators of grammatical status. The
